
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE CONMISSION 

In tho  att tor or1 

AN ADJUSTMENT OF QAS AND ELECTRIC 
RATES OF THE UNION LIQHT HEAT AND ) CASE NO. 90-041 

) 

POWER COHPANY 1 

O R D E R  

IT IB ORDERED that tho Offioo of Kontuoky Logal Sorvioor 

Programr (llKLB1l) rhall filo tho original and 12 aopior of tho 

following information with the Commirrion, with a aopy to a11 
partior of rooord, on or boforo April 1, 1991. Erah itom of tho 
data raquortod rhould bo tabbod and numborod. Whon rrvoral rhootr 

aro raquirod for an item, oaoh rhoot rhould bo appropriatoly 
indoxod, for Ox.mP10, ItOm l(a), Shoot 2 Of 6 ,  Inoludo With 

rerponro tho namm of tho porron who will bo rorponriblo for 

romponding to quootionr rolating to tho information providod. 

Caroful attontion rhould bo given to oopiod nutorial to mnruro 

that it ir logiblo. 
1. Provido a detailod oxplanation for the rolootion of mix 

percent am tho peraontago of inoomo paymont roaommondod on pago 3, 

llnor 6-10, of tha rupplomontal tortimony of Roger D. Colton. 

2. Provido tho rational0 for nr. Colton'r proforonao for 

the Philadelphia Gar Workr Energy Amruranoo Program ("Mu) whon, 

in him wordr, HInadoquato oxporionoo thur oxirtr from whioh to 

draw any typo of final aonolurionr am to tho oporation of tho 
EAP." 



3. Pcovidr tho rpocific citation roCoronood on pago 9, 

linor 1-3, of tho rrrponrivr trrtimony of Hr. Colton, whrrr it 

rordr, ''Tho initial Ordor of tho Kontucky Commirrion in thin 0110 

aitod tho Columbia Oar Pilot Program ar a roaron to tort tho EAP 
on 4 pilot ball8 in 

4 ,  Tho rtatomrnt on pagr 14, linor 7-9, of tho rorponrivo 

testimony of Wr, Colton rordr, V!ho brrt rrrponro ir that rdoptod 

by tho Commimrion in Hovrmbort To tort tho oonoopt in a pilot in 
ordor to drtrrminr whothrr tho projoctrd adVantag08 do in fact 
ar i80 e 'I gxplain whothor thir rtrtomrnt rrfloatr that Nr. Colton 

intorprotod tho Commirrion'r Novrmbrr 12, 1990 Ordor to hrvr 

approvod a pilot lDAP for ULHCP and that thin rrhoaring doalr only 

with tho implomontrtion of tho pilot program. 

5.  On pagor 16 and 17 of hi# rorponrivr trrtimony, Hr. 
Colton makr8 aomprrironr brtwron EAP prymrntr and V m t u c k y  
indurtrial diroount rator. . . . I1 

a. Providr nr. Colton'r definition and/or drroription 

of tho torm llindurtrirl dircount rator." 

b. Provldr Mr. Colton'r rational. for comparing EAP 
prymrntr with 81indurtrirl diroount ~atrr.'~ 

6. Mr.  Colton'r rerponrivo tortimony dld not addrorr ULHCP 

witnrrr H.rrhrlllr tertimony rogrrding tho nord for lrgirlrtion to 

do81 with tho onorgy problomr of low-inoomr ourtomrrr. Providr 

Hr. Colton'r rrrponro to Mr. M8rrhal11r conclurion that 

legirlation ir tho only practical rolution to tho prymont problrmr 
of low-inaome curtomerr. 

-2- 



Dona a t  Frankfort, Kontucky, th io  18th day of Ekrch, 1991. 

PUBLIC SERVICE COnnISBION 

ATTEST: 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Mattor of :  

AN ADJUSTMENT OF OAS AND ELECTRIC RATES 1 
OF THE UNION LIOHT, HEAT AND POWER ) CASE NO, 90-041 
COMPANY 1 

O R D E R  

IT IS ORDERED that Tho Union Light, H a t  and Powor Company 

( 8 8 u L H W 8 )  rhrll filo tho original and 12 oopior of tho following 

information with tho Commirrion by April 1, 1P91, with a copy to 
a11 partior o f  rocord. Each copy of tho data rrquootod rhould be 

placod in a bound volumo with raoh itom tabbod. Whrn a number of 

sheet. aro roquirod for an itom, oaah rhrot rhould be 

approprfatoly indoxrd, for oxamplo, Itom l(a), Short 2 of 6, 
Inolude with aaah rorponro tho name of tho witnorr who will be 

rerponriblo for rorponding to quortionr rolating to the 

information providod. Careful attontion rhould be givon to copied 

material to onrure that it ir logiblo. Whrrr information 

requerted heroin har boon providod along with the original 

application, in tho format roquertod heroin, roformce my bo made 

to the specific location of raid information in rarponding to thir 

information roquort. Whrn applioablo, tho information roquostod 

herein rhould bo providod for total company oprrationr and 

jurirdictional operation#, srparately. 

1. Provido an analyrir which rhowr whon tho corts of 

propano air oxcood tho coati of  piprlino natural gas. The 



analyrir ahould be bared on the circumrtancar exirting at ULliLP 
during the tert year. 

2 .  Provide a detailed explanation an to why Cincinnati Qar 

and Electric Company‘r (‘tCQCE*8Y) rhare of the daily productive 
capacity of the propane plant wa8 reduced from 80 percant to 64 

percent during the tert year. Tha explanation rhould identify 

each factor or reason involvad with tha allocation rate change. 

Include a l l  rupporting calculationr or documentation related to 

the change. 

3. Provide a detailed explanation of how the 650,000 

gallone of “bottom garw or ltnon-recoverablet8 propane waa 

determined. Include a l l  calculationr, workpaperr, and othar 

atudiea or analyrir which rupport tha 650,000 amount. 

4 .  Provide a detailed explanation of how ULHLP determined 

that 22,000 Mcf o f  the ryrtem’a 141,000 Mcf derign day requirement 

could be rupplied by propane air. 

5. Provide C O L E ’ @  ryrtem deaign day requirement and the 

amount of that requirement which COLE determined could be 8upplied 

by propane air. 

6. Indicate whether any rtudier or analyria have been 

performed to determine the optional propane inventory level bared 

on the need. of ULHLP and COLE. Explain the rerultr and provide 

copiea of the atudier or analysis. If no rtudier or analyris have 

.been performed, explain how ULHLP ha8 determined that the level of 

inventory it currently ~ i n t a i n s  ir earential to the operationr of  

the company. 
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7. In its response to question 724 of the AQ'o first data 

requaat, U L U P  identified .even account8 which contained the 

operating and maintenance expenses arrociated with the Erlanger 

plant. Provide the following information: 

a. The total monthly operating and maintenance 

expensee for the Erlanger plant for the teat year, without any 

cost allocation8 to CQLE. 

b. The total monthly operating and maintenance 

expenses Lor the Erlanger plant for the test year that were 

allocated to CGGE. 

c. For any month where the CGLE allocation doer not 

correspond to the appropriate propane allocation rate (either 80 

or 64 percent), explain the reason for the difference. 

8. Concerning Exhibit DEB-1, provide the computation of the 

CGLE payments for the u8e of the Erlanger plant for the years 1980 

through 1988. The computations should reflect the actual booked 

expenses and identify the actual COLE payments in the rame manner 

as shown on Exhibit DEB-1. 

9. Provide the lrupporting calculation8 and Workpaper8 for 

the Total Fixed Charges column shown in Exhibit DEB-1. 

10. Prepare a rchedule rimilar to Exhibit DEB-1 showing the 

calculation of the Total Fixed Charges uring the following 

ineormationr 

a. The pro-forma test-year amount8 a8 provided in the 

Commission's October 2, 1990 Order, for each cost or charge. 

b. The 13-month average of propane inventory, 13 

month8 ended December 31, 1989. 
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c. The return authoriwd in the Commirrion'r Order of 

October 2, 1990. 

d. The rater ured in the October 2, 1990 Order for 

federal income tar, state income tax, and P8C arrerrment. 
11. Concerning the usage of propane, provide the following 

informationi 

a. The monthly usage of propane from January 1, 1990 
through February 23, 1991. The monthly urage ir to be rhown in 
total and broken down between COLE and ULHbP. 

b. The ortimated annual urage of propane for 1991 

through 1993. The ertimated urage ir to be rhown in total and 

broken down between CGbE and ULXLP. Include any anrlyris or 

studies which rupport the ertimated annual usage. 

12. Provide excerpt8 from the 1991-1993 demand or load 
forecartr for CGbE and ULECP which contain the level of natural 

gar and propane gar available for the system and the estimated 

usage for the individual and combined ryrtemr. 

13. Provide the calculation8 along with a narrative 

explanation, of the $2,000,000 coat ULIfCP would incur in pipeline 

demand charger if it contracted for the 22,000 equivalent peak day 

Mcf it can obtain from the Erlanqer Propane Plant. 

14. For each winter reason from 1974-1975 through 1988-1989 

provide the following information: 

a. The total volume of propane inventory as of October 

31, December 31, and a r c h  31. 

b. Tho volume of propane inventory applicable to ULHlrP 

as of October 318 Docomber 31, and March 31. 
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c. The volume of propane gar ured by ULHLP during each 

winter season with an identification of the three occarionr when 

ULHbP'r entire inventory war exhau8t.d. 

d. The dates and the daily mean temperature Lor any 

day(s) in which ULHLP ured a level of propane equivalent to one 

day of design day production. 

15. Regarding the testimony of W. A. Ginn on the ireue of 

firm standby service, provide the following information: 

a. An explanation for the choice of Columbia 

TranS~1iSsiOn'8 D-1 demand rate ar representative of the daily 

demand for which ULHbP would have to contract. 

b. An explanation for the need to prevent firm standby 

service from becoming strictly a peaking service. 
c. An explanation for the choice of 25 percent as the 

minimum load factor for which a customer could contract firm 

standby eervice. 

if .  An explanation of whether the standby rate would be 

subject to quarterly revision as part of ULHLP's gar cost 

adjustment filings. 

e. An explanation of the impact standby reservation 

chargee will have on ULXbP'r gas cost adjustment filings. At a 

minimum, this should identify the gas coet components that will be 

affected and describe the impact on each component. 

f. A detailed analysis, with a narrative explanation 

of the Step. in the calculation on page 10 of nr. Ginn'e 
testimony, that producer the standby charge of e0.937. 
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9. All proposed changer in the Standby Service, Rate 
88 tariff language which would reflect the propored condition8 for 

firm standy service. 

16. Regarding the testimony of Mr. Oinn on the irrue of 
interruptible rtandby aervice, provide the following informationi 

a. ULHbP's working definitions of the termr 

interruptible atandby service, an used in the question on page 11, 

lines 1 and 2, and rererved annual standby quantity, a8 ured in 

the answer on page 11, lines 5 and 6. 

b. The rationale for including a gar inventory aharge 

in the rate for interruptible atandby service. 
17. Regarding the propored Tariff Bheet No. 84, which 

includes charger for testing and Lnapecting curtomerr' house 

piping and rervice inrtallationr, provide the following 

informationa 

a. ULHGP'S #pacific definition6 for the tariff terms 

new service and renewed service. 

b. Clarification and/or explanation for the inclurion 

of the word llfLrstlL in line A under Houm Piping and the omirrion 

of the word "first" from line A under Service Piping. 

c. For each of the five workgapers filed in Exhibit 

WAG-1, provide a breakdown of the average expenre per job by cost 

component, such as labor, materials, transportation, etc. Include 

the average man-hourm that produce the labor cost. Also, for each 

of the five service6, provide copies of a representative customer 

billing during the teat year. 
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d. A detailed explanation for why the average axpenrar 

per job an ehown in Exhibit WAQ 1, pager 2,  3, and 4 ,  for ULIUP, 
are eo much at variance with the conrolldated amounts praviourly 

reported for the rame rervicem. 

18. Regarding the tertimony of Donald Marrhall on the Ohio 

PIP program, provide the followinp inforautioni 

a, Explain whether the PIP program is In force solely 
by order of the Ohio Commirmion or whether rtatuter and 

ragulationr have been approved which govern the program. 

b. A dercription of the funding rourcem given reriour 

conrideration by the PIP Legislative Tark Force on which Wr. 

Marrhall served in 1989. 

c. The report, or other document, which details the 

Task Force'e conclurion that legislation was needed to deal with 

the probleme of low-income utility customers. 

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 18th day of March, 1991. 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

ATTEST: 


